is a new approach to conceptualization and measurement of democracy. It is co-hosted by the University of Gothenburg and University of Notre Dame. With a V-Dem Institute at University of Gothenburg with almost ten staff, and a project team across the world with four Principal Investigators, fifteen Project Managers (PMs), 30+ Regional Managers, 170 Country Coordinators, Research Assistants, and 2,500 Country Experts, the V-Dem project is one of the largest ever social science research-oriented data collection programs.
Introduction
The third wave of democratization has brought up much interest in the performance of democratic governments. The existing literature is filled with empirical studies exploring the effects of democracy on different indicators of human wellbeing (e.g., Helliwell, 1994; Przeworski, 2000; Gerring et al., 2005; Ross, 2006; McGuire, 2010) . However, there is a large variation in the performance of the existing democracies that is largely underresearched. The aim of this paper is to explore the sources of this variation.
Political regimes with developed democratic institutions are believed to provide more welfare to their citizens than less free political systems. Regular free and fair elections with universal suffrage, freedom of expression, freedom of association, and opportunities for deliberation are said to create favorable conditions for the wide public service delivery. Aiming to please the majority of the electorate and win their support in the next elections, democratic rules supposedly have an incentive to deliver widely demanded public goods 1 as opposed to the autocrats who rather focus on satisfying wishes of the narrow elite to gain support necessary to stay in power (Bueno De Mesquita, 2003; Lake and Baum, 2001; McGuire and Olson, 1996; McGuire, 2010) . As citizens can replace political leaders who do not deliver, democratic leaders are assumed to be more accountable to the general public than the autocrats (Acemoglu and Robinson, 2006; Sen, 1999) . Freedom of expression can help raise the salience of political failures in public goods provision, which makes citizens more likely to hold politicians accountable, while freedom of association allows citizens to mobilize and lobby their interests for more public goods provision.
Despite there are theoretical reasons to believe that democratic institutions are favorable to the provision of essential public goods, the existing democracies today do not deliver social welfare uniformly well. The literature has offered a number of explanations why this can be the case. Democratic leaders are known to be short-sighted and therefore inclined to focus more on outcomes that bring visible benefits in the short-run, while the provision of many public goods requires long-term commitments (Haggard, 1991) . Opportunities for clientelism or vote-buying can distract the attention of political leaders from the universal supply of public goods and let them focus on the provision of targeted goods or private benefits instead (Hicken, 2011; Kitschelt, 2000; Keefer, 2007) . Additionally, democracies can simply lack the 1 In economics, public goods are defined as goods that are non-excludable and non-rivalrous. However, in political science, it is common to refer to them as universal benefits that people receive from the government, such as healthcare, education, clean water supply, or electricity, although in practice, people can be excluded from these benefits (Min, 2015) . As in this paper we aim to contribute to the political science literature on public goods provision, we refer to public goods consistently with their understanding in the political science, although we acknowledge that it is not uncontroversial. 1 capacity to deliver the desired outcomes due to malfunctioning institutions (Rothstein, 2011) .
Empirical research on the relationship between the democratic forms of government and public goods provision have predominantly reported positive effects: more democratic states tend to deliver more public goods and services than non-democratic countries (e.g., Lake and Baum, 2001; Bueno De Mesquita, 2003; Deacon, 2009) . Some scholars evidence that it is experience with democratic institutions that secures public goods provision rather than the current level of democracy (e.g., Keefer, 2007; McGuire, 2010; Gerring et al., 2012; Min, 2015) . While the role of factors that disrupt the functioning of democracies are well-abound in the literature, very few empirical studies actually account for them in their statistical tests, thus failing to explain the variation in the performance of existing democratic regimes. The studies that do, however, do not seem to provide convincing evidence of the mechanisms behind the relationship patterns they find (Hanson, 2015; Knutsen, 2013; Boräng et al., 2016) .
In this paper, we address both these research gaps by using nested research design suggested by Lieberman (2005) . First, we argue that while democratic institutions shape access to the political power and preference aggregation in the decision-making, they do not necessarily guarantee that these decisions get implemented. In order to better understand the variation in the performance of democracies in public goods provision, we have to turn our attention to the political institutions that shape the exercise of the political power or rules that shape the implementation of public policies. We further posit that the performance of democracies is conditional on the presence of such well-functioning institutions and test our argument by modeling the interaction between democracy and governmental quality. In particular, we test the interdependent effects between these two sets of political institutions on the provision of water quality, measured with biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) and the level of wastewater treatment, as an example of a public good. Second, we proceed by investigating the mechanisms behind the interdependent relationship by choosing a typical case of Moldova, which scores high on most democracy indicators, however, exhibits persistently low levels of institutional quality. To illustrate the case, we use original triangulated interview data collected by the authors in spring 2016.
The rest of the paper proceeds as follows. First, we introduce the theoretical framework of the study and hypothesize how and why the quality of institutions that shape the implementation of public policies can moderate the effect of democracy on the provision of public goods. Second, we introduce the research design and present the analysis, starting with methods and findings in the Large-N part and then proceeding with the analysis of interview data from the typical case. We conclude by discussing our findings.
Theoretical background and previous research 2.1 Democracy and public goods provision
Democratic institutions are believed to benefit people's welfare. First, "rule of the people" in itself implies that decision-making process reflects the interests of the majority. Both in democratic and authoritarian regimes, political leaders are accountable to the support group that keeps them in power, which provides the incentive for rulers to meet the demands of this support group or "winning coalition" (Bueno De Mesquita, 2003) . As in democracies the winning coalition comprises of voters that elect political leaders, political leaders benefit from addressing the interests of the majority of voters rather than focusing on the interests of the few, as is the case in non-democratic regimes. It can simply be more costly for political leaders in democracies to buy support of the majority with private goods or vote-buying than commit to public service delivery and satisfy the demands of the majority (Lake and Baum, 2001; McGuire and Olson, 1996) . This makes democratic rules more likely than the autocrats to extend social welfare universally and deliver public goods, such as education, healthcare, water or sanitation (McGuire, 2010) .
Second, developed freedom of expression in democracies facilitates the flow of information and can help people recognize lack of public goods provision as a political failure. This increases the salience of political problems and allows citizens to hold politicians accountable for insufficient public service delivery by giving their votes to alternative candidates in the coming elections (Sen, 1999) . Third, freedom of association also helps people mobilize into civil society organizations or protests, lobby their interests in politics, and demand public goods.
However, despite there are strong theoretical reasons to believe that democracy is associated with higher public service delivery, many democracies do not seem to do uniformly well in safeguarding the wellbeing of their citizens. There are a number of reasons brought up in the literature explaining why this can be the case. First, due to short electoral cycles, democratic leaders have an intrinsic motivation to prefer projects that take short time to implement and that produce visible outcomes quickly (Haggard, 1991; Keefer, 2007) . It makes it easier for the population to judge their performance and increases the likelihood they will gain support in the next elections. Providing public goods, however, is often a long-term undertaking and requires continuous policy commitments that can withstand the change in governments. Second, due to short time horizons, politicians often engage in vote-buying and clientelism to secure support in the coming elections, attending to the interests of narrower groups rather than providing universal benefits (Hicken, 2011; Kitschelt, 2000) . Third, some democracies are simply incapable of delivering outcomes desired by the citizens due to malfunctioning institutions and weak state capacity (Bäck and Hadenius, 2008; Sikkink, 1991; Rothstein, 1998 Rothstein, , 2011 Miller, 2000; Rothstein and Teorell, 2008; Acemoglu and Robinson, 2012; Fukuyama, 2011 Fukuyama, , 2013 .
Some empirical studies find that citizens of more democratic regimes tend to receive more social benefits than citizens of less democratic states (e.g., Lake and Baum, 2001; Bueno De Mesquita, 2003; Deacon, 2009) . Others show that it is experience with democracy that matters for public goods provision rather than the current stage of democratic development (Keefer, 2007; McGuire, 2010; Gerring et al., 2012; Min, 2015) . However, one of the major drawbacks of these studies is that they do not account for factors that might disrupt functioning of democracies in public goods provision and do not explain the variation in the existing democracies.
Democratic institutions shape access to political power and preferences aggregation in the decision-making and do not necessarily guarantee that these decisions get implemented. In order to fully understand the performance of democracies, we have to also turn our attention to how political power is exercised or institutions that shape the implementation of political decisions. As Huntington (1991, 9-10) notes:
Governments produced by elections may be: inefficient, corrupt, short-sighted, irresponsible, dominated by special interests, and incapable of adopting policies demanded by the public good. These make such governments undesirable but they do not make them undemocratic. (. . . ) [Therefore,] democracy [should be] clearly distinguished from other characteristics of political systems.
Quality of government and public goods provision
Institutions that shape the implementation of policies include rules that guide the functioning of public administration and therefore determine states' bureaucratic capacity, the prevalence of rule of law that secures obedience to laws, and the extent of corruption, in both grand and petty forms (Rothstein et al., 2012; Lapuente, 2010, 2011) . These aspects are crucial determinants of government quality and they may affect the performance of democracies in public goods provision in a number of ways.
Favorable rules shaping the functioning of administrative apparatus stem from the Weberian model of a capable bureaucracy that implies meritocratic recruitment and predictable career 4 with long-term rewards for the bureaucrats, such as job security and foreseeable salary. Employment by merit increases the likelihood that the chosen employees will be competent in their responsibilities. Provision of many public goods, such as clean water or air, often requires extensive expertise and well-developed action plans oriented to long-term implementation and quality maintenance. Competent professionals, using their knowledge and experience, are more likely to develop these action plans in effective manner. Predictable career and salary create motivation for individuals to stay within the government and thus increase competence over time. Attractive employment conditions also reduce incentives for bureaucrats to engage in corrupt practices for personal short-term gain (Evans and Rauch, 1999) . Strong wellfunctioning bureaucracy can also constrain democratic leaders in their actions and secure policy implementation despite incentives for short-signed behavior in democracies (Cornell, 2014) .
Strong rule of law, which implies obedience to the law both by the general public and lawmakers and equality of all actors under the law before the courts, can secure commitments to policy objectives and thus facilitate reaching long-term goals, such as many initiatives directed towards public goods provision. Weak rule of law also creates opportunities for public officials to misuse their office for private gain and engage in corruption, which is detrimental for public goods provision.
Wide embezzlement of public funds diminishes the extractive capacity of the state as public revenues are diverted from public goods provision to government officials' private use. It also reduces incentives for individuals to pay taxes, which could otherwise contribute to public goods budget. Petty bribery decreases the coercive capacity of the state and hampers policy implementation, as bureaucrats can have an incentive accept bribes instead of enforcing compliance (López and Mitra, 2000; Damania et al., 2003) .
Quality of government may also impact policy choices of democratic leaders. There are few incentives for politicians to invest in public goods provision if they know that current institutions make public administration incapable of successful policy implementation (Dahlström et al., 2013) . Additionally, grand corruption can pave the way for special interests to increase their influence over decision-making in democracies and divert policy preferences away from the public good. In a similar manner, if judges are not independent and can be bribed, it is easier for powerful interest groups to impose their preferences on the courts and override laws.
Some claim that for delivering certain public goods and services, some forms of corruption can be functional. For example, ethnic favoritism or clientelism can favor the delivery of targeted goods, such as schools, healthcare centers or water boreholes (Zarazaga, 2014; Walton, 2013; Huntington, 1968) . In this paper, we focus on those welfare benefits that are difficult to exclude people from and that require universal provision. We believe that these types of goods pose a particular challenge for democracies, as they usually bring diffused benefits and take a long time to deliver. We posit that high quality of institutions that shape the implementation of public policies help democracies provide public goods, while low institutional quality is a key factor that keeps current democratic governments from successfully delivering welfare to their citizens. Our hypothesis to test is:
H 1 Performance of democracies in public goods provision is conditional on their quality of government 2
Research design and analysis

Water quality as a public good
In our study, we test the proposed hypothesis on water quality as an example of a public good. In the economics literature, pure public goods are defined as goods that are non-excludable and non-rivalrous. As it is possible to clean up water resources selectively, providing safe water only to certain areas and not others, and, naturally, to limit access to water, it is problematic to classify water quality as a pure public good. Instead, it would rather be referred to as quasi-public good in economics. Nevertheless, political scientists often refer to access to safe drinking water as a public good that ideally should be provided universally and enjoyed by everyone, even if it not always is. In this article, we follow the tradition set by political science to achieve consistency and refer to water quality as a public good, although we acknowledge that this approach is not uncontroversial.
Provision of clean drinking water is a complex long-term undertaking. While building pipes and boreholes can ensure access to water within a relatively short time frame, reaching and maintaining good drinking water quality is a long-term project. It is connected to reducing water emissions, building and maintaining water treatment plants, as well as maintaining water's self-cleaning properties by sustaining the health of aquatic ecosystems and biodiversity. As access to clean drinking water is people's basic need and is essential for human wellbeing, the issue of water quality has seemingly high visibility. However, it takes a relatively long time before the results from actions to purify water sources become visible to the general public. This slow response of water quality to policy actions and complexity of the issue provides a constant incentive for the democratic rulers to focus on other public policies, that yield short-term results, simply to make it easier for the public to evaluate government actions. 3 The water issues are complex. Water ecosystems are intimately dependent on the quality of forest surrounding the waterways and therefore are inherently connected to forest management. It requires strong expert knowledge and awareness of the complexity of water management problems. Water management, therefore, requires consultation with scientists, a coherence of goals between different government agencies, such as forestry and health, as well as competent agency heads aware of the complexity of the issues.
In our empirical analysis, we first test the proposed hypothesis, using time-series cross-section data on water quality across the globe. Second, we conduct an in-depth investigation into the political and institutional obstacles to the provision of safe drinking water in democracies by using interview and documentary data from the case of Moldova.
Large-N
Data
In gauging our dependent variables, we rely on a number of measures. First, we measure the degree of pollution in the water bodies using data on biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) from the World Bank (2015) . BOD reflects the amount of oxygen that bacteria living in the water consume to break down organic pollutants, such as sewage or excessive amounts of dead algae caused by nitrates and phosphates coming from fertilizers, industrial waste, and landfills. This makes BOD a suitable proxy for the level of pollution in countries' freshwater resources, with high values corresponding to high levels of water pollution. The measure is comparable across countries and is available for 102 states over years 1986-2007, unbalanced. 4 We weight the measure by two parameters for comparison. First, we divide it by countries' population size to receive the amount of water pollution per capita. Second, we divide it by the total volume of internal renewable water resources available in countries, measured in 10 9 3 Additionally, water quality to a certain degree depends on the factors outside government control, such as e.g. polluting and extractive behavior of the neighboring countries sharing a particular water body. Diffused sources of pollution make it difficult to isolate the effect of government competence on the actual outcome by concealing government efforts in delivering access to clean drinking water. 4 Unfortunately, there are no data available online on BOD after 2007. m 3 of average renewable flows per year, to receive the amount of pollution relative to rivers' capacity to handle it. The data on population come from Gleditsch (Gleditsch, 2011) , while data on internal renewable water resources come from Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO, 2016) .
Second, we gauge countries' effort to improve water quality by using the measure of the wastewater treatment levels taken from the Environmental Performance Index (Hsu et al., 2014) . The measure captures the proportion of wastewater from households, municipalities, and industries that undergoes at least primary treatment 5 before it is released into the water bodies, weighted by the number of people connected to the sewage network. The measure is available for 180 countries for the year 2014 and varies from 0 to 100, where higher values indicate higher levels of wastewater treatment.
The two dependent variables complement each other. While the level of wastewater treatment is an input-measure and reflects the presence of plants for treating wastewater, as well as the capacity to which they are used, BOD is an output-measure and gauges the level of actual pollution in waters, showing the effectiveness of these plants.
We measure democracy by using polyarchy index from the Varieties of Democracy project (Coppedge et al., 2016; Pemstein et al., 2015) . The index reflects the extent to which electoral democracy principle is developed in countries and accounts for the degree of suffrage, freedom of expression, freedom of association, the fairness of elections, and whether the executive is appointed through popular elections. We rescale the index to take values from 0 to 10 where higher values correspond to more democratic regimes.
Our measure of the quality of government (QoG) comes from the International Country Risk Guide (ICRG, 2014) and provides an estimate of the three main aspects of QoG in countries: the extent of corruption, the strength of rule of law, and the level of bureaucratic quality. The corruption indicator captures how widespread different forms of corruption are, including patronage, nepotism, clientelism, job reservations, unofficial party funding and close ties between business and politics. The "law and order" indicator accounts for the strength of the judicial system and public obedience with the law, while the indicator gauging bureaucratic quality shows the capacity of the public administration to perform its tasks without intervention from politics and covers issues of meritocratic employment in the bureaucracies. Together, the indicators provide a comprehensive idea of the level of governmental quality in countries. The rescaled index ranges from 0 to 10 where higher values refer to a higher quality of government. 6 We make sure to control for relevant factors and tease out their effect on our dependent variables. First and foremost, we include gross domestic product (GDP) per capita, measured in constant 2005 US dollars (Heston et al., 2012) . On the one hand, countries at higher levels of economic development tend to pollute more. On the other hand, we also expect that countries with higher income have more financial resources to address water pollution problems and build more water treatment plants. Second, we include the measure of population density and urbanization rates available from the World Development Indicators (World Bank, 2015) . On the one hand, higher population density and urbanization create higher pressure on water resources; on the other hand, however, it is easier to provide social services to more densely living populations and to urbanized areas (McGuire, 2010) . In our between-models, we additionally control for the area size, as it requires more effort to clean water bodies and build wastewater treatment plants if the territory is large. We also include the measure of countries' latitude to account for unobserved geographical factors (La Porta et al., 1999) . In several models where our dependent variable is BOD per capita, we also add the volume of internal renewable water resources in the list of control variables to tap into the capacity of water bodies to handle pollution (FAO, 2016) . However, the data on water resources are limited in availability and therefore, we only use these models as complementary to compare the effects. Summary statistics and the correlation between the variables are available in Appendix B.
Method
When testing our hypothesis with the BOD indicator as the dependent variable, we take into account both variation between countries and developments within states and use the within-between estimator, recently suggested by Bell and Jones (2015) and based on the earlier work by Bartels (2008) , Rabe-Hesketh et al. (2005) , and Mundlak (1978) . The method allows us to use random effects by dealing with the issue of correlated errors. In particular, we include country mean of each independent variable together with its calculated deviation from the mean and use the latter instead of the original raw values. Thus we obtain separate coefficients for between-country and within-country variation using the equation:
where i is a country, t -year, β 0 is the intercept, x is a vector of the independent time-varying variables, z is a vector of time-invariant variables, u is an error in the between-equation, and e is an error in the within-equation.
When testing our hypothesis with the level of wastewater treatment as the dependent variable, we analyze the variation across countries using simple OLS regression with robust standard errors, where all independent variables are lagged 4 years: 7
where t is 2014, β 0 is the intercept, x is a vector of the independent variables and e is an error term.
Results
Models 1-6 in Table 1 present results from equation 1, separating between-and withinparts into different sections. 8 Between-part shows the coefficients based on the analysis of the variance between countries, averaged over the time period, while within-part presents the coefficients produced in the analysis of developments within countries over time. In Models 1-4 we use the logged value of the biochemical oxygen demand per capita as our dependent variable to measure water pollution. Models 3 and 4 introduce the volume of internal renewable water resources as an additional control variable. Models 5 and 6 treat logged value of the biochemical oxygen demand weighted by the volume of internal renewable water resources as the dependent variable.
The results in models 1 and 3 show that democracy and quality of government do not seem to have independent effects on the levels of water pollution. However, when BOD is weighted by the volume of rivers in model 5, more democracy seem to be associated with lower biochemical oxygen demand, which is also consistent with the findings by Li and Reuveny (2006) . Models 2, 4, and 6 specify that the effects of democracy and quality of government on the level of water pollution are not linear but are dependent on one another. Judging by the R 2 , the interaction models (2, 4, and 6) explain 6% more variance in the dependent variable compared to models where the effects of democracy and QoG are modeled as independent (2, 3, and 5) . The negative sign on the interaction coefficient implies that the variables decrease each other's effect on the level of water pollution when their effects are positive and increase each other's effect when their effects are negative. The results seem to only be significant for the between-part of the equation, while the results for the within-part are insignificant, implying that our models only explain variation between countries but not changes over time.
Models 7 and 8 show the results for Equation 2, where the dependent variable is the level of wastewater treatment relative to the population connected to the sewage. Higher values thus mean better performance and therefore the interpretation of the results is opposite to the previous models. The results reflect a similar picture. Model 7 shows that higher quality of government is associated with lower level of wastewater treatment, controlling for economic, demographic, and geographical factors. The effect of democracy is insignificant. Model 8 reveals that the effects of democracy and quality of government are interdependent. More quality of government seems to increase the effect of democracy on the level of wastewater treatment, while more democracy seems to intensify the effect of quality of government.
To get a more nuanced picture of how democracy and quality of government interact in their effects on water quality, we proceed by plotting their conditional marginal effects. As the results only seem to explain the differences across countries not developments over time within states, we only build graphs for the between-sample. Figure 1 presents the plots for each of the interaction models. The patterns on the figures are consistent with one another. Figures in column a show the effects of democracy on water quality at different levels of quality of government, while figures in column b present the effects of quality of government on water quality at different levels of democracy. The histogram overlaying the graphs shows the distribution of the variables on the x-axis, and y-axis on the right specifies the percentage of observations that vertical bars represent.
Plot 2a on Figure 1 shows that more democracy is associated with lower levels of biochemical oxygen demand only when QoG is relatively high and has reached the level of approximately 7.5 out 10, which is the level of Spain. The histogram on the graph shows that countries with QoG higher than 7.5 comprise around 31% of our sample. When QoG is relatively low, more democracy even seems to be associated with higher BOD (higher pollution). This relationship applies for countries that score lower than 5 on the 0-10 QoG scale, which is the level of Tanzania. These countries comprise around 20% of the total sample. Plot 2b shows that more QoG is associated with more water pollution in authoritarian regimes that score less than 4 on the 0-10 democracy scale, which was the level of Russia in the early 2000s. These authoritarian regimes comprise 17% of our all our cases. Plots 4a and 4b echo the patterns reflected in plots 2a and 2b. However, when our dependent variable becomes weighted by the volume of the internal renewable water resources (plots 6a and 6b) the negative effect of democracy at low levels of QoG disappears, and democratic institutions seem to be associated with lower water pollution already at the levels of QoG as low as 4.8.
Plots 8a and 8b show similar picture to the rest of the graphs, however, as the dependent variable is the level of wastewater treatment as opposed to water pollution in the previous models, the interpretation is reverse. Plot 8a illustrates that democracy is only associated with higher levels of wastewater treatment when QoG is relatively high (higher than 6.5 out of 10). In low-QoG settings (with QoG lower than 3.5 on the 0-10 scale), more democracy even seems to be detrimental to wastewater treatment levels. Plot 8b shows that QoG is beneficial for the levels of wastewater treatment in countries scoring above 4 on the 0-10 democracy scale, which is the level of Venezuela. These democratic and semi-democratic regimes represent around 70% of our sample. In authoritarian states, QoG does not seem to play a role for the wastewater treatment levels.
In sum, the results show that democracy and quality of government have complementary effects on water quality: at low levels of quality of government, more democracy is only associated with higher water pollution. However, democracy's effect becomes positive in contexts with high QoG. Similarly, more QoG has shown to correlate with higher levels of water pollution in authoritarian regimes, but have not shown to matter in democracies. When it comes to building and using wastewater treatment plants, however, the picture becomes the opposite: QoG does not seem to matter in authoritarian regimes, while it is beneficial for the level of wastewater treatment in regimes with democratic institutions. In the patterns we found, there are four relationships that call for further exploration: how high QoG boosts the effect of democracy, how low QoG disrupts the effects of democracy or how more democracy becomes detrimental at low QoG, how authoritarian regimes with high QoG can pollute water resources more and how democratic institutions intensify the positive effect of QoG on the wastewater treatment initiatives.
To examine all patterns in depth is far beyond the scope of this paper. In our qualitative investigation, we step away from comparative perspective leaving in-depth comparisons that could help unpack the reasons behind the relatively worse or better performance across institutional configurations for future research. Instead, here we explicitly focus on the Autocracies with low QoG performance of democratic regimes and explore the mechanisms behind one specific pattern that stands out from our findings: how weak institutional quality undermines the functioning of democracy for the delivery of safe water quality as a public good ( Table 2 ).
Case study
To investigate the specific micro-mechanisms of how low quality of government can significantly hamper provision of safe drinking water in democracies, we choose a typical case, which would be representative of the group of countries that score high on democracy, low on indicators of QoG, and have a low residual in our model. The country of Moldova fits all of these conditions. Moldova scores high on democracy indicators available and at the same time has low scores on indicators of governmental quality (see Table 3 ). Figure 2 positions Moldova against other countries with respect to democracy and quality of government.
In the following section, we explain our case selection rationale or why Moldova offers a particularly useful ground for examining the institutional factors hampering the provision of safe drinking water in democracies.
Moldova as a case
Since establishing its independence in 1991, Moldova has emerged as one of the most pluralistic and competitive countries among the new democracies of post-Communist Eurasia, and developed strong freedom of expression (Crowther, 2013) . President Voronin and his Communist party, which came to power in 2001, tried to change this and took steps to monopolize power by controlling businesses and media (Meister, 2011). However, he failed to consolidate his political rule and the widespread popular discontent in 2009 culminated in the "Twitter Revolution", which swept to power a coalition of three parties -"Alliance for European Integration" (AEI). The coalition included the Liberal-Democrats (PLDM), the Democrats (DM), and the Liberals (LM). In the parliamentary elections following the revolution, the parties ran independently. But since none of them gathered enough votes to form a government, they decided to create an alliance, and with the joint 59 seats pushed the Communist party in opposition (42 seats). This gave rise to a pluralistic political climate and media freedom in the country, and for this reason, we focus our analysis specifically on the post-2009 period.
Despite the predominantly pluralistic nature of politics, however, Moldova continues to suffer from low quality of government: weak rule of law, low quality of administrative apparatus and particularly high levels of corruption (see Appendix B) . Unsurprisingly, Moldovan population also continues to lack access to safe drinking water. The problem is double-fold: (1) lack of water supply, and (2) poor water quality. The access to waterpipe system is around 80 percent in the cities and 15 percent in the villages (Botnaru, 2014) . However, neither of those connected to water pipes have access to safe drinking water. Water available to citizens from the local sources is often contaminated either by the microbial pollution or by high levels of nitrates. Duca (2014) shows that about 1.9 million people are exposed to pollutants from water, that is, more than a half of the country's 3.5 million population.
One common explanation for the underperformance of democracies in the provision of safe drinking water is the lack of financial and technical resources. Moldova is indeed one of the poorest countries in Europe with GDP per capita of only USD 1525 for the year 2009. However, absence of funding alone cannot account for this lingering problem, since many . We also conducted 25 semi-structured face-to-face interviews with some of the key stakeholders. The major stakeholders in the water management include the Ministry of Environment, Ministry of Healthcare, Ministry of Regional Development and Construction, non-governmental organizations, scientific com-munity, and the international donor organizations, which provide extensive financial and technical assistance for the water management reform. During our fieldwork, we aimed to get insights from all of these key actors. We interviewed top-level government officials, including one current and two former ministers, one deputy minister, as well as mid-level bureaucrats from the three ministries. We also interviewed 6 representatives from donor and diplomatic community, 5 heads of civil society organizations and environmental NGOs, 2 independent consultants, 3 academics, and 2 investigative journalists. Given the sensitivity of data, the interviewees were promised anonymity, and all the important details were triangulated with other sources to warrant their accuracy/validity.
Water management challenges in Moldova
After the dramatic events of the 2009 'Twitter revolution', the Alliance for European Integration (AEI) took the reins of power and pledged to undertake systematic reforms, aiming at fighting corruption, improving the quality of life of Moldovans, and bringing the country closer to the European Union governaning standards. The Democratic Party (PDM) was backed by the second wealthiest businessman in the country, Vlad Plahotniuc, while the Liberal Democratic Party (PLDM) was funded, and also chaired, by the third richest businessmen, Vlad Filat. The third, and smaller member of the coalition, the Liberal Party (PL) represented those voters that favored joining Romania. The tripartite coalition agreement, signed in December 2010, defined the allocation of government offices between the parties. Among other ministries, the Ministry of Environment was assigned to the PL, the Ministry of Regional Development and Construction to the PDM, while the Ministry of Healthcare to the PLDM.
The outspokenly pro-European and reform-oriented approach of the alliance led Western donors to significantly step up the financial and technical assistance, which among other issues aimed at improving citizens' access to safe drinking water. This policy domain alone in 2012 received 109 million Euros from external donors (State Chancellery of Moldova, 2013, 18) . The Brussels was particularly active in this area and provided substantial support to help Moldova get closer to European standards and particularly to the EU's Water Framework Directive. The other donors also included the World Bank, as well as the United States-, the Swiss-, the Austrian-, and the German Development Agencies.
Provision of safe drinking water fell within the responsibility of three different ministries:
The Ministry of Environment (PL), the Ministry of Regional Development and Construction (PDM), and the Ministry of Healthcare (PLDM). The initial expectation among the donors was that functions of these bodies would complement one another. According to the experts of water management, Ministry of Regional Development should have been in charge of the water supply, Ministry of Environment -in charge of improving the water quality, while the laboratory within the Ministry of Healthcare would keep monitoring the water quality.
Unlike these expectations, however, the actual division of responsibilities included a lot of overlapping functions. Formally, the Ministry of Environment became the line ministry in charge of water supply and sanitation, however, Ministry of Regional Development was also assigned some role in this. Soon it became clear that both the environmental and regional development ministries started competing with each other and promoted a lot of projects that expanded the water pipeline network into the villages. However, these pipes continued to provide water that was either contaminated by high level of nitrates or microbial pollution, since no authority engaged in improving water quality. As an environmental expert from the local NGO remarked:
"The Ministry of Environment does not want to delegate the water supply and sanitation to the ministry of regional development because they will lose a lot of PR. When you open a pipeline this is TV [sic] . On the other hand, water quality management is related to river management, which is more difficult. . . Pipeline you manage in one month, river management takes years." (Authors' interview, April 2016, Chisinau)
Another informant from the environmental watchdog similarly highlighted the politicians' excessive focus on expanding the water supply network, explaining this with the fact that "pipelines bring votes" (Authors' interview, April 2016, Chisinau). In private interviews, a number of donors noted that they were not happy with the duplication of functions. But also remarked that they could not do much since "it all comes from politics, pure politics", pointing to the fact that all parties were interested in gaining immediate publicity, and votes (Authors' interview, April 2016, Chisinau).
A former high-ranking official from the Environmental Ministry also corroborated this fact and named "a lot of patchwork" and the absence of coordination between the ministries as the major obstacle for improving water quality in Moldova. "[T]his is not a healthy competition because they [ministries] are competing in the same village without following the established ruled and guidelines" (Authors' interview, April 2016, Chisinau).
Similar to many young democracies, Moldova, since gaining independence, has been suffering from a lack of party institutionalization. Parties are not anchored in the conventional societal cleavages but instead are built around powerful individuals. The grassroots contribution to parties is absent and parties almost entirely depend on the financial resources of their wealthy backers. Business interests, therefore, have been especially pronounced during the tenure of the AEI, and various watchdog organizations continued to report about the adoption of laws favoring entrenched special interests.
In 2012, the Ministry of Transport and Road Infrastructure initiated a law in Parliament, which envisioned extraction of gravel and sand from the riverbeds, with the declared aim of deepening the fairway of rivers and allowing large vessels to navigate in Dniester and Prut rivers. The environmental NGOs strongly criticized the bill and claimed that legalizing extraction of sand and gravel would be destructive for the river ecosystems, as they would lose their self-cleaning qualities. Instead, the civil society organizations pointed to the commercial interests of the construction companies and claimed that the already existing illegal business of extracting raw materials would now be legalized "under the guise of navigation" (Iaşcenco and Barbier, 2015) . "It's clear why. The companies involved in the illegal extraction of sand and gravel make big money from the sale of these materials," a representative from an environmental NGO remarked (Ibid). A former high-ranking official from the Environmental Ministry explained that the Moldovan rivers were not suitable for the large vessels, and corroborated the existence business interests behind the draft law:
"It [sand and gravel extraction] is a huge business. One cubic meter of sand is sold for 10 euros, and they are extracting thousands and thousands each day. I saw the process, I have made the evaluation: [they make] between 50 000 and 100 000 euros each day." (Authors' interview, April 2016, Chisinau)
The environmental NGOs with the financial support of the foreign donors (US embassy) initiated a large-scale campaign to raise awareness among the politicians and the public about the destructive effect of the bill, and how it would lead to the degradation of the main sources of drinking water in the country. The Parliament nonetheless adopted the law, and as the civil society organizations lamented:
"[D]espite of [sic] well developed legal framework on public participation on governmental and parliamentary levels, it is very difficult now to protect the public interests in conditions of total corruption of the political majority. [. . . ] We observed many times that both government and parliament are ready to violate their own laws and rules in favor of existing criminal groups." (Eco-Tiras, 2013) Among various sources of water pollution, experts also pointed to the established practice among big business enterprises, such as wine and sugar producers, to discharge the industrial wastewater to rivers. "Fines are very low, so it's easier to pay the fine of approximately 20 000 EUR, then to build the wastewater treatment plant that costs 2 million Euros" -an informant from the scientific community explained (Authors' interview, April 2016, Chisinau). Other informants, however, also pointed to the close connections between the business enterprises and the politicians, and as a consequence -privileged treatment of many of these companies. "Big companies often belong to parties in the government. . . And they don't care -inspectors cannot touch them. Inspectors are told, here you can check, here you cannot, so inspectors are themselves afraid" (Authors' interviews with a chair of an environmental NGO and an environmental scientist, April 2016, Chisinau). In an anonymous interview, an inspector from the environmental inspectorate also confirmed the fact that they "cannot touch some people", otherwise even risking being fired (Authors interview, April 2016, Chisinau). Developing strong inspectorate in itself is not a priority. It receives little funding, despite strong support from the donors: "No cars, and even for those few cars, there is no budget for fuel, no boats to catch poachers, despite a lot of funding from donors" (Authors' interview, April 2016, Chisinau).
However, neither the small enterprises nor other actors contributing to the pollution of rivers, get punished given the pervasiveness of petty corruption among the administrative bodies.
As an inspector explained, inspectorates continue to go underfunded and many inspectors have no other choice than to supplement their low salaries with an additional income through bribes.
The presence of petty corruption significantly accelerated the illegal logging problem. Forests are one of the most effective tools to maintain the water quality since trees serve as natural sponges, collecting and filtering rainfall (Hamilton, 2008) . Deforestation therefore significantly contributes to the pollution of water sources. In the recent years, however, Moldova has continued to witness a sharp decrease of the forest areas, partly due to the illegal logging. In 2016, an investigation by the State Audit Office in the Forestry Agency Moldsilva revealed that the forest security had failed to fulfill its obligation of protecting forest from poachers. Investigative journalists, as well as environmental experts, have been unanimously pointing to rampant corruption in the agency, and particularly among the forest guards, as the major reason behind the massive deforestation. "It is quite obvious the fact that illegal deforestation takes place with the silent consent of officials who are rewarded for it" (Crime Moldova (2016) , emphasis added; Authors' interviews, April 2016, Chisinau).
Presence of petty corruption, however, is not the only reason behind the ineffectiveness of bureaucracy in dealing with water management problems. Politicization of civil service remains a prevalent problem in Moldova, and several informants argued that given the political uncertainty, governing parties have been much more interested in filling 'their' respective ministries with loyal -rather than professional -cadres. As an expert from the donor community explained:
"You see them [bureaucrats] High staff turnover and appointment of non-technical personnel to the positions requiring technical knowledge led to the continuous loss of institutional memory. Low salaries and job insecurity in the public service further exacerbated this problem, as many well-trained cadres opted to leave for private sector (Authors' interview with an expert providing training in water management to public servants, April 2016, Chisinau). Politicization of public service and loss of institutional memory have therefore significantly disrupted the process of translating donor-funded capacity-building programs into concrete policy actions aimed at improving water quality.
Admittedly, the media freedom remained high in the country and investigative journalists brought various large-scale corruption cases into the limelight (including the cases of gravel and sand extraction business, and illegal logging problem in Moldsilva). However, very few of these cases were addressed or investigated due to the continuous politicization of law-enforcement bodies. As the secret annex to the coalition agreement, leaked in 2012, revealed, leaders of the AEI divided supposedly impartial institutions such as Judiciary, Anti-Corruption Centre, and Prosecutor's office along the partisan lines. This offset the system of checks and balances.
At the outset, fragmentation of power between three parties in the alliance raised hopes for the emergence of strong checks and balances. But paradoxically the coalition agreement thwarted it, as parties in power opted to focus on the short-term political and economic benefits of politicized institutions, instead of the long-term benefits of investing in impartial courts, and other law enforcement bodies. As a result, even those big businesses or officials, exposed for contributing to water pollution, frequently avoided being held accountable for their actions, given the absence of impartial law-enforcement bodies:
"The division of spoils between the parties has created a system of pseudo "checks and balances" that in fact leaves no top officials liable for misbehavior. When corruption cases do reach the courts, frequently they are viewed as selective retribution against opponents." (Global Security, 2016) The law prescribes that decision-makers should consult scientific community regarding such complex programs as water management, however, the academia does not seem to have much influence over the political decisions. Suggestions and programs from the Academy of Sciences seem "to stand on the shelves for years without attention", according to the interview with a representative from the academia. After 2009, politicians seem to take opinions of the Academy less and less into consideration and even consider closing it:
"During the last three years, our financial support dropped by two times. We feel the pressure from the oligarchs. One of the main arguments to why they want to close the Academy is that it is not beneficial for them to have someone telling them what to do." (Authors' interview, April 2016, Chisinau)
Discussion and conclusions
The aim of the paper has been to investigate the relationship between democracy and quality of government in their effects on water quality as an example of a public good. While the level of democracy determines the rules of preference aggregation in the decision-making, governmental quality shapes implementation of these decisions, and we hypothesized that these two sets of political institutions interact in determining public service delivery. We performed a nested analysis and first tested our hypothesis using time-series cross-sectional data on water quality in countries around the globe. Afterwards, we conducted a study of a typical case to tease out and illustrate the micro-mechanisms at work behind one of the relationship patterns.
The large-N analysis has shown that democratic institutions do not seem to always be beneficial for securing high water quality. The findings rather support the theoretical expectations that the effect of democracy on water quality depends on countries' ability to implement tasks and deliver public services. More democracy seems to benefit water quality only when quality of government is relatively high. When quality of government is low, more democracy only seems to be associated with higher pollution in countries' inland waters.
In-depth investigation of Moldova as a typical case -a democracy with low governmental quality -revealed the micro-mechanisms of how poor institutional quality can disrupt the positive effects of democracy. Democracies with weak quality of government seem to be dominated by short time horizons, where there is no place for long-term commitments, such as raising and maintaining high water quality. As the analysis revealed, when it comes to people's access to safe drinking water, democratic leaders with short time horizons tend to put emphasis on access to water rather than safety of water, investing more into building water pipes instead of using these resources to address water pollution and safeguard actual quality of water.
The analysis also showed that both petty and grand corruption erode the democratic political system. The latter allows business interest to step in and influence decision-making, distracting attention of the politicians from public goods provision and serve private interests instead. In the case of water management, public interest and the interest of businesses seem to clash and with the dominance of the latter in the political decision-making, the interests of the public suffer. Petty corruption in public administration undermines compliance, and in the case of Moldova, it led to poor monitoring and inspections resulting in extensive illegal logging that contributed to the poor water quality in local rivers. Politicization of civil service seems to have also negatively affected the performance of bureaucracies and increased the staff turnover. This led to the loss of institutional memory, which hampered implementation of such long-term projects as reaching safe drinking water quality levels.
Another mechanism that seems to disrupt the functioning of democratic institutions in water provision is insufficient level of checks and balances. In the case of Moldova, despite the seemingly fragmented government and strong media freedom, the system of checks and balances is absent, and business representatives and officials who are responsible for illegal actions leading to higher water pollution, do not face charges, due to the lack of impartial judicial system. The voice of the scientific community who is supposed to guide politicians in decision-making regarding water management also seems to be regularly silenced.
Other findings revealed during the large-N analysis show that authoritarian regimes with high quality of government pollute water more than authoritarian countries with low QoG. For example, Yemen and Azerbaijan, which both seem to have low QoG, have lower levels of water pollution than Qatar and Saudi Arabia, which score higher on QoG indicators. First, it might seem that these findings can be attributed to oil production and higher economic development which is known to contribute to higher pollution until a certain point (see e.g., Grossman and Krueger, 1994) , however, these effects should have been taken care of in our models when we control for countries' level of GDP per capita. We suggest that the underlying micro-mechanisms behind this relationship should be investigated in more detail in the further research.
The contribution of the paper is two-fold. First, the findings offer an important specification to the previous research on democracy and public goods provision: more democracy seem to only be beneficial for the delivery of public goods when the quality of institutions shaping implementation of public policies is sufficient enough to execute the official goals. When institutional quality is low, more democratic states seem to provide even fewer public goods to its citizens than less free political systems. These findings do not imply that democracy is unimportant, but rather that its positive effects should be seen as dependent on the capacity of the state to implement its official goals, shaped by the quality of institutions guiding such implementation. The second contribution of the paper -the qualitative investigation of the micro-mechanisms behind the relationship on the typical case of Moldova -revealed that institutions specifically detrimental to the performance of democracies in public goods provision include grand and petty corruption, poorly designed and inefficient public administration, and lack of checks and balances. Combined with instability in the government, these institutions both hamper implementation of public policies and adoption of public policies by stimulating short time horizons in the political system, which guide choices of the public officials away from the provision of universal public goods in favor of private gains that benefit them in the short term. 
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Appendix B. Summary statistics and correlation between the variables
